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L INTRODUCTION
A. BACKGROUND

This volume of the report develops guidelines for Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) review of
system development efforts. These guidelines focus on FNS oversight and monitoring as well
as determining the reasonableness of State funding requests. The study also develops standards
for State automation, including standards for the development of automated systems and cost
accounting and cost allocation. FNS can use the study findings to reevaluate the current
standards and procedures related to State automation efforts in order to increase the efficiency
and effectiveness of State automated systems. The study objectives, described below, are
intended to provide insights about State automation.

To develop the guidelines and standards for State Food Stamp Program (FSP) automation,
information was collected from States to identify those factors that affected the following areas:

. Success of system transfers

. Success of system development efforts
. Development costs

. Operational costs

. Ability to meet FSP needs

. Degree of automation

. Level of integration

. FNS monitoring and oversight

Data were collected from five data sources -- FNS headquarters monthly and quarterly reports,
questionnaires sent to State personnel, State personnel interviews conducted in all 50 States and
the District of Columbia, State Advanced Planning Document (APD) documentation, and survey
forms completed by randomly selected eligibility workers and eligibility worker supervisors
within each State.

The data collection period for the State Automation Systems Study began in June 1992 and
continued through December 1993. Historical information was obtained from APDs, and
correspondence provided by State staff. State personnel working in the Food Stamp Program,
automated data processing (ADP) or management information systems (MIS) groups, and State
data centers were interviewed during the visit to each State.

Volume II addresses the technical findings of our study of State automated systems in support
of the Food Stamp Program. It is organized to address each of the seven research objectives
identified at the beginning of the State Automation Systems Study:

. Current degree and state of systems development
. State system development processes

. System transfers

. Level of automation and FSP needs

. State funding requests for automation

Volume II - Page I-1



. Operational cost accounting and cost control measures
. Implementation of regulatory changes
. Level of automation and FSP needs

Table of Contents

The remainder of Volume II contains six chapters that address all of the above items.
Discussions about State funding requests and operational costs are combined into a single chapter,

Chapter V - State Automation Costs and Cost Allocation Methodologies.
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IL CURRENT DEGREE OF AUTOMATION AND STATE OF DEVELOPMENT
A. BACKGROUND

This chapter discusses the degree of Food Stamp Program (FSP) automation and stage of system
development for each State. The information was collected during a 16-month period, from
August 1992, when the first pretest site visit occurred in South Carolina, through December 1993.

A.1  Degree of Automation

For this analysis the degree of automation was determined based on (a) the level of functionality
in each State’s system, and (b) the level of system and program integration.

The systems reviews focused on those system features that seemed to have the greatest potential
for improving caseworker effectiveness and efficiency. A review of system functionality in terms
of compliance with FSP Model Plan Requirements was not a part of these reviews.

System demonstrations were conducted in the State agency central offices on either a test
database or in the production system. Examination of the system in a test environment enabled
the reviewer to assess some aspects of system functionality that could not have been viewed in
a production environment. In many cases, the demonstrators would only be able to describe how
a function worked, but could not show how the function worked due to built in system security.
Information on the level of automated functionality, therefore, had to be supplemented through
staff discussions and the pre-visit questionnaires.

In adapting, transferring, or developing systems that meet FSP requirements, States have
implemented a wide variety of automated systems and features to support their workers. As a
result, some State systems may have more automated features than other States. For instance,
when a client submits an application for assistance to the State office, one system may
immediately perform a check for duplicate participation based on the name and Social Security
number (SSN) of the applicant before any other application information has been entered.
Another system may perform the first check for duplicate participation only after all application
information has been entered into the system. While the FSP regulations only require that a State
check for duplicate participation before a client is certified as being eligible to receive benefits,
the system that is able to identify already existing clients before the new application has been
entered into the system, is considered to be "more" automated because it performs the check
before the worker has entered all of the application information.

Within each State, the automated features for major FSP functions were identified. In order to
compare the level of automated functionality across all States, a scoring method was developed
that would reflect the presence or absence of the feature and its relative importance to other
features. For instance, a system that automatically mails all notices would be considered to be
more automated than a system that automatically mails notices requested by the worker, and both
would score higher than a system that has no automated notices. This permitted the comparison
of State systems for each major functional area, such as eligibility determination. For instance,
a weight of "1" would be given if a function was performed on-line versus a "0.5" in the function
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was performed in a batch mode. This provided a mechanism for analyzing the relative level of
automated functionality among many States within each functional area and for the overall
system.

The second type of information needed to assess the degree of automation is level of integration.
This relates to the number of separate systems needed to support the Food Stamp Program as well
as the number of assistance programs that are served by the system or systems. As an example,
a State that has one automated system that determines eligibility, processes claims, sends notices,
and issues benefits for the FSP, Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), and Medicaid
programs is considered more integrated than a State that utilizes multiple systems for all
programs, or a State that utilizes one system for each program. A score is assigned to each State
for the degree of integration

The scores for level of automated functionality and level of integration are then summed to
reflect one total score to provide a mechanism for a comparative analysis of all States in terms
of degree of automation.

A.2  Stage of Development

ADP development methodologies generally recognize the following stages of system
development:

. Planning Stage - usually includes a feasibility study, alternatives analysis, requirements
analysis, cost benefit analysis, conceptual design, and plans for system development and
implementation. For State system development efforts, the planning stage may also
include preparation of the Implementation APD, the RFP, proposal review, and selection
of a contractor.

. Development Stage - preparation of a detailed system design, a detailed system
architecture to include hardware and software specifications, coding, testing, and
conversion.

. Implementation Stage - includes all of the activities discussed in the plans prepared

during the development stage including conversion, pilot installation, and full installation.
. Operational Stage - Statewide processing, ongoing enhancements, hardware expansion,
and system maintenance activities continue; accommodate changes in caseloads, system

capacities and improvements in operational performance and efficiency.

Because there may be multiple systems within a State that support the Food Stamp
Program, a single stage of development may not adequately describe the system status.

B. AUTOMATED FEATURES

We examined automated features of systems that support the FSP, and in the case of integrated
systems, AFDC and Medicaid. To a lesser extent information was also gathered on the issuance
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systems when they were a part of the ED/BC system. During the system demonstrations. the
evaluation team reviewed the automated features checked off by program staff in the preliminary
questionnaire. We examined automated features for the following major functions: application
receipt, processing, verification, interviewing, sending notices, computer matching, monthly
reporting (no longer required by FNS but continued by some States), eligibility determination.
benefit calculation, claims collections, notices and alerts, issuance, and reporting.

In this chapter, we describe the relevance of the automated features that potentially reduce worker
time spent on FSP tasks through increased efficiency and effectiveness. The actual findings
associated with the automation review for each State can be found in Appendix A. Throughout
the remainder of this chapter, reference is made to relevant tables, found in Appendix A.

B.1  Applicant Check In
Overview

Registration - The 30-day application processing standard is initiated when the application for
food stamp benefits is filed with the appropriate food stamp office. An application can be filed
as long as it contains the applicant’s name and address and the signature of a responsible
household member. Most States provide a pre-screening form that is used to determine the need
for expedited benefits. States enter the name, address, and date of filing into the system in order
to monitor the application processing timeframe required for completing the application,
interviewing the applicant, and verifying the necessary information prior to certification. Many
States refer to the automated support for filing an application as "registration.” Registration can
include a variety of activities:

. Registering the applicant and appropriate household members for work on the system

. Entering the available information on household members into the system

. Performing SSN enumeration for household members who do not have SSNs

. Scheduling an interview date

. Generating notices of scheduled interviews, required verifications, or notices for

rescheduling interviews

. Identifying the need for expedited service

. Performing duplicate participation cross checks for FSP participants within the appropriate
jurisdiction

. Monitoring the application processing standard
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The full application may be entered before, during, or after the client interview is conducted.
Registration of the application causes a number of system functions to occur in systems that are
highly automated.

Duplicate Participation - FNS regulations require that automated systems should "crosscheck
for duplicate cases for all household members by means of a comparison with food stamp records
within the relevant jurisdiction."' FSP duplicate participation checks must be performed at
certification, recertification, annually, and when a new household member is added. At a
minimum, the check is to be performed on the name and SSN for each household member. If
the SSN 1is not available, the State must do SSN enumeration. The date of birth and address are
optional.

As duplicate participation checks are performed for AFDC and Medicaid, the check need not be
limited to one assistance program or one system although it is more efficient if the worker is not
required to access multiple systems to perform the check for all assistance programs. In
determining the level of automated functionality, the breadth and depth of the search and whether
the results are available on-line or off-line were considered. Table A-1 (Part A) in Appendix A,
Application Log in Functionality - Check for Duplication Participation, shows the availability of
the automated features in each State system that supports the Food Stamp Program.

When an FSP application is filed, only the applicant’s name and address and the signature of a
responsible member of the household or an authorized representative is required. Most States,
however, will request and receive additional information from an applicant that will facilitate
logging the application onto the system and conducting the duplicate participation search, since
a name is usually not sufficient to perform a search (see Table A-1 (Part B), Data Elements Used
in Duplicate Participation Search).

Many States have come to rely on the SSN as the primary element to log the application into the
system and to perform the initial duplicate participation search. This is especially the case if the
SSN is also used as the client identification number. Since the SSN is also used for other
searches of State and Federal databases, the use of the SSN during the duplicate participation
search was given more weight than the other data elements used by States, which were all given
equal weights of less value than features in Table A-1 - Part A.

Many States prefer to obtain as much information as they can at the time an application is filed,
and to perform any searches, whether for duplicate participation or for Income and Eligibility
Verification System (IEVS) or other database matches, early in the applicant process. Any

information that is available to the State can then be reviewed by the caseworker either before
gr at the time of the interview with the annlicant  States _however _are nrenared tn nrocecc anv

R T—

applicants that are filed with just a name and address.
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Findings
In designing an efficient and effective system, the following features are important:

. Duplicate entry of the same information should be avoided. The system should
provide for one-time entry of any client information used for the duplicate participation
check regardless of the number of separate systems that are checked at the time. For
instance, client/applicant name, birthday, and social security number could be entered once
for a search of client cross-reference, FSP, AFDC, and/or Medicaid databases, if they are
separate, and of other State agency databases containing information on employment,
unemployment benefit receipt, motor vehicle registration, etc. This is especially important
for States that still have separate systems (or subsystems) that support FSP, AFDC, and
Medicaid programs.

. Access to historical participation records at the time an application has been filed
can save a worker considerable time. During application filing, States access historical
participation records in order to determine whether an individual (or household) has
participated in the Food Stamp Program previously, and if so, how recently. If the system
is integrated, information on prior participation in AFDC, Medicaid, and other assistance
programs are also checked. If the historical record is still available on-line to the worker,
the worker can either view the historical records or can transfer the information from the
old record to the new applicant record. If the information is up to date, this will save the
worker time and will provide useful information for determining the applicant’s status or
the potential for applicant fraud.

. The usefulness of on-line access to recent historical declines with age. Access to the
historical records can be either on-line, off-line, or a combination of both. States with
smaller caseloads may be able to maintain all historical records in an on-line mode for a
longer period of time than States with larger caseloads, which often keep only the most
recently inactive cases on-line, moving older inactive cases off-line. The off-line search
may be performed either through an on-line request to conduct a batch search, or through
paper-based requests for the older records. The older the record, the less current the

information will be and the less useful during application processing. The older records
must be maintained, however, and made available upon request in response to claims, fair
hearings, and other potential legal liabilities (e.g., class action suits).

. Carefully select and limit the infermation that is archived. For instance, caseworker
notes could be purged after a short time, but the payment history and case information
may be indefinitely archived. The number of records, type of records, accessibility (on-
line, off-line, or archived) can have an impact on the system architecture in terms of
mainframe capacity, response time, the amount of direct access storage, etc.

. Archived data is of value only when accessible to the worker. For data that is
archived or remains on-line, the current system must be able to access the information and
make it available to workers upon request. This may be difficult for states that have
implemented new systems that are considerably different from their prior systems,
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sometimes requiring the State to maintain some version of the older system in order to
access the older records.

Summary

Registration is not a required FSP function. Although an efficient registration function is
beneficial to the smooth functioning of the application process, it is only a small component in
the overall efficiency of FSP.

As shown in Figure 2.1, when all automated features for Application Log-In Functionality are
considered for all States in terms of high, medium, and low degree of automation, there is an
almost equal distribution among the three categories, with twenty States having a moderate level
of automated functionality, sixteen with a high level of automated functionality, and fifteen that
have a low level of automated functionality. The designation of high, medium, and low was
based on the normal distribution. The total probability covered, from the lowest to the highest
score, was divided into three parts for the three categories.

Most States (45) log the application into the terminal when the application is submitted, with 26
States entering some additional application information into the terminal. Twenty-seven State
systems automatically assign the case number when the case is put into the system. Beyond these
relatively basic features, there is only a small subset of State systems that provide additional
helpful application log-in features.

All States used some automated features associated with duplicate participation check at the time
of registration, but few offered the full range of automated duplicate participation features. In
summary, 42 States utilize the full name to perform the search. The SSN for all household
members was the second most frequently used search element, used by 39 States. Nineteen States
continue to use a client ID number that is not the SSN.
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Figure 2.1 Application Log-In Functionality Summary Scores

High (16) (15}

B.2  Applicant Interview
Overview

Completing the application form and putting the application information into the automated
system is the first of a series of functions required to determine eligibility. The application may
be completed by the client prior to the interview or it may be completed at the time of the
interview. Information from the completed application may be completed at the time of receipt
or after eligibility has been determined. Table A-2, Application Completion and Input of
Application Information, in Appendix A, describes system features that perform these functions.

Findings

The optimal procedure for the applicant interview is to have it take place while the client
application is completed interactively. This procedure eliminates the separate steps of the
applicant filling out the application form, the form being entered into the ADP system, and the
eligibility worker interviewing the applicant. The fewer steps an application has to go through,
and the less paperwork involved, the more efficient the process. In this regard, electronic forms
are more effective than paper forms as they require less processing time and fewer steps in the
process.

The following actions can increase the efficiency and effectiveness of the interview process:

. Elimination of unnecessary paper to the degree possible. A system should eliminate the
need for interim worksheets or turnaround documents.
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Most States still require that an applicant complete a detailed paper application form.
Many States that have interactive interviewing have a short form which the applicant
signs, but others still require completion of the full application. Some local jurisdictions
are experimenting with the use of multimedia technologies for applicants to enter the
information directly into the system. The information is, of course, reviewed by a
caseworker prior to determining eligibility and calculating benefits.

. Elimination of the printed case file. Some States are looking at electronic imaging
possibilities to increase accessibility to the case file by other offices and to reduce file
storage requirements (personnel, space, and equipment).

. Automated budgeting module for calculating monthly budgets based on format of original
source data.
. Ability to make changes to active case files quickly without exiting from current work.

For instance, if a worker receives notice of a change of mailing address for an existing
case, the worker should be able to update the case file on-line without exiting from
current work.

. Create one client record format that is used by all programs so that any changes to client
data need be changed only one time, instead of making the change for every assistance
program in which the individual is participating. This ensures that consistent changes and
updates are made across all programs.

Summary

The level of automated functionality for systems supporting FSP related to completing the
application information and entering the information into the system reflects a generally equal
distribution of States that fall into the high, medium, and low categories of level of automation
(see Figure 2.2). Eighteen States have a low level of automated functionality in this area (as
indicated by a score of 3.8 or lower), indicating that there is potential for increasing working
efficiency in this area. Fourteen States are highly automated (5.4 or higher scoring range), and
nineteen reflect a moderate level (4.0 to 5.4 scoring range) of automated functionality.

Specifically, in only 9 States caseworkers enter application information during the interview, in
27 States the caseworker enters application information after the interview, and in 9 States clerks
enter the application information after the interview. Most State systems (47) have the ability
to copy information from historical records into the current record; however, fewer than half the
States have systems with other useful features, e.g., allowing the worker to skip screens that are
not necessary for a particular application.
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Figure 2.2 Application Completion and Input of Information Summary

High (14) 488

Madium (19)

B.3  Eligibility Determination/Benefit Calculation
Overview

Once the caseworker has obtained the necessary applicant information, verified the accuracy of
the information provided, and determined household composition, the next step is to calculate the
net income and assets of the household, determine whether the applicant is eligible to receive
food stamp benefits, and calculate the amount of the benefits.

State systems offer a variety of automation features to assist the worker in performing these tasks
for the Food Stamp Program, and if integrated, for the AFDC and Medicaid Programs. The
distribution of these automation features by State is provided in Table A-3, System Functionality
During Eligibility Determination and Benefit/System Calculations, in Appendix A.

Findings

Some systems determine eligibility based on the information entered into the system; other
systems validate a worker-determined eligibility. Some systems can also perform non-urgent
background processing which allows caseworkers to work more efficiently.

Most systems perform the required benefit calculations in a reasonable and accurate manner. The
level of this functionality varies from systems that calculate benefits from raw income, resource,
and expense data entered by the caseworker to systems that only calculate the benefit based on
the calculation of the monthly budget by the caseworker. Some systems also calculate monthly
income. Whenever caseworker calculations can be eliminated by an automated system,
calculation errors are reduced.
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Summary

The overall level of automated functionality related to determining eligibility and calculating
benefits in terms of high, medium, and low level of automation is reflected in Figure 2.3.
Twenty-one States show a high level of automated functionality in this area (score of six to
eight), 13 show a moderate degree (score of four to five), and 17 show a low level (score of zero
to three) of automated functionality. This is supported by Table A-3 in Appendix A. A higher
number of systems support automated calculations than support eligibility determination.
Specifically, 44 States used an automated system to calculate monthly income, 41 States used it
to calculate benefits, and 37 States used it to determine eligibility. Only five systems determine
people within the household who comprise the assistance group.

Figure 2.3 Eligibility Determination
and Benefit Calculation Summary

Low (17)
High (21)

Medium (13)

B.4  System Verification

Overview

Caseworkers are required to verify certain applicant information such as residence, birth date,
income, etc. Verification is performed in order to certify an applicant as eligible for food stamp
benefits and to determine the proper amount of benefits. Applicants are required to provide the
information that is requested. If an applicant does not provide the necessary documentation, then
food stamp benefits can be denied. Automated systems that document the request and receipt of
verification information are necessary in some States if benefits are to be denied for inadequate
documentation.  Clients have successfully brought suits against some States when the
documentation of verifications requested and received have been inadequate. Paper trails are
dependent on caseworker handwriting and consistent documentation of notices sent requesting the
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documentation. The majority of States do not encounter adversarial relationships with welfare
advocates.

Verification of application tnformation occurs throughout the application processing period --
from the time the application is logged into the system until eligibility is determined, at
recertification, and no less frequently than annually. Verification can take several different forms,
including review of paper documents and review of data in automated systems that validates
information provided by the applicant. Some systems require that an entry be made into the
system indicating that each mandatory verification has been performed. Five automated features
that assist the worker in performing and tracking verifications are: SSN verification, tracking
outstanding verifications, missing verification screen alerts, alert printouts, and enforced
verification requirements. These features are detailed in Table A-4, System Verification Features,
in Appendix A.

Some systems provide an automated listing of verifications for the applicant to provide to the
State in order to process the application. The worker is not required to fill out a form to provide
to the applicant. The verification listing clearly documents (usually in the appropriate language)
the required verifications for the applicant and provides an audit trail and documentation for the
State. This feature can be very helpful in States with numerous client fair hearing requests.

Findings

Automation of the verification process allows for more on-line verification and results in
improved timeliness of application processing. The most effective form of automatic verification
results from a system that tracks outstanding verifications and provides screen alerts to
caseworkers of missing verifications.

Summary

The distribution of high, medium, and low scores for system verification features that support the
FSP worker are reflected in Figure 2.4. A total of 24 States scored between 3.0 and 4.5 (high),
12 scored between 2.0 and 2.5 (medium), and 15 scored between 0.0 and 1.5 (low).

Most States (39) use their automated system to verify SSNs. About half of the States (29) use

their automated system to track outstanding verifications; most of these States use system screen
alerts to notify the caseworker of missing verifications.
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Figure 2.4 System Verification Features Summary

o Low (15)

4

Medium (12)

High (24)

B.S Computer Matching
Overview

In determining eligibility and calculating an applicants benefit amount, States perform computer
matches on a variety of State and Federal databases in order to verify client participation, income,
resources, or assets. States are required to use an IEVS to obtain wage and benefit information
for all household members from State and Federal databases, such as State wages, retirement
income from the Social Security Administration (SSA), benefit information from SSA,
unemployment insurance benefits, etc. Members of an applicant household are matched against
the various databases to verify eligibility and to determine the amount of benefits to which they
are entitled.

The productivity of a caseworker, however, can be greatly affected by the method of presenting
the match information to the worker. For instance, the paperwork burden can be considerable
if the worker has to review paper printouts reflecting the matching results of all household
members (whether there was a match or not), then re-enter information from the printout and
match results into the system. Some States set tolerances levels for differences in dollar amounts
beyond which the workers resolve the match and enter information into the system. Other
systems have fully automated matching capabilities so that the worker need only enter a code in
a screen, resulting in calculation or denial of eligibility.

We collected information on the system’s automated features associated with computer matching

as well as information about the databases against which States match and whether the match was
performed on-line or off-line. The tables reflecting this information are presented in Appendix
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A, Table A-5, Computer Matching Functionality (Parts A through D). We were able to develop
an automation score for Part A and Part B reflecting automation features. Part C and Part D are
descriptive in that they show the Federal and non-Federal databases that are utilized in the
matching process. The scoring approach and the features and databases are described for each
table.

Computer Matching Automation Features - As shown in the Table A-5 (Part A), Appendix
A, half of the States perform computer matching at the time an application is logged into the
system.

Computer Matching - System Alerts - System alerts for computer matching are screen messages
to alert the worker about discrepancies or matches that have been identified for applicants and
recipients. Table A-5 (Part B), in Appendix A, shows the variety of system alerts intended to
inform the worker of discrepancies.

Computer Matching - Non-Federal Databases - Table A-5 (Part C) in Appendix A shows the
non-Federal databases that are used by the States for computer matching. The databases required
for IEVS matches are indicated with an asterisk.

This descriptive table shows the various databases a State may match against as well as the
frequency of the matches. Some questions about computer matching could not be answered by
State staff. Both Food Stamp Program staff and MIS staff were asked questions about computer
matching. For this reason, both tables on databases and frequency of matching were not given
automation scores for inclusion in the level of functionality scoring.

Computer Matching - Federal Databases - Table A-5, Part D reflects the Federal databases and
frequency of matches for each State which responded to the questionnaires and/or to interview
questions. Most matches with Federal databases are performed on a monthly basis with the
exception of State Data Exchange (SDX) and Beneficiary Data Exchange (BENDEX) databases
which are performed more frequently.

Findings

There appears to be a fine line between too many system alerts and just enough to help a worker
manage his’her workload. The absence of system alerts for computer matching means that a
worker must review paper printouts to identify matches on applicants or recipients.

Some systems perform computer matching more frequently than is required. Depending on the
design of the user interface with the system, increased frequency can result in increased
caseworker workload. Each State must decide whether the increased workload is justified by the
reduced costs associated with reductions in benefits.

Some States perform on-line computer matching with outside databases while others perform
batch matches with on-line access to the results of the match by the worker. In terms of worker
productivity, on-line searches of outside databases did not appear to be more efficient or effective
than on-line access to the results of batch computer matching. On-line access to outside databases
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can be time consuming to the worker, interrupting the work flows. On-line access to other
assistance files appears to be very helpful.

A review of the benefits achieved from each matching source should be done to determine if the
source provides enough validation to be cost effective.

Summary

Figure 2.5 summarizes the automation scores for Tables A-5 (Parts A and B). omitting the
descriptive tables showing Federal and non-Federal database matching. A score between four and
five shows a high degree of automation, a score of three shows a medium degree of automation,
and a score between zero and two shows a low degree of automation. Nineteen States show a
high level of automated functionality in this area, 14 show a moderate degree, and 18 show a low
level of automated functionality.

The ability of a system to report the discrepancies on-line, to prioritize the matches, or to indicate
discrepancies that exceed a certain threshold has a greater impact on the efficiency of the
caseworker than the other features.

Only twenty States perform computer matching before the interview is conducted. The majority
of States perform computer matching after the interview, during the initial certification period,
and at the time of recertification. And, 38 State systems perform a complete search of the
databases. Overall, less than half of all States (23) provide on-line alerts to workers about
computer matching discrepancies.  Twenty-two systems permit the worker to review the
matching detail on-line. Twenty-five systems indicate only those discrepancies that exceed
specified threshold.
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Figure 2.5 Computer Matching Summary

B.6 Notice Generation
Overview

Client notices must be prepared and sent in response to a number of circumstances that occur
during application registration, eligibility determination and recertification, benefit calculation,
and case closure. Notices may be completed either manually (with copies maintained in the case
file) or by the system; the notices can be maintained in the system and/or in the case folder.
There have been a number of court cases throughout the country regarding the clarity of the
notices and whether they are understandable by the recipient and are timely. Notice
documentation becomes very important during any fair hearing.

States that have been able to implement notice systems that maintain a historical record of the
notice content and date it was sent or provided to the recipient are in better positions to avoid the
fair hearings or to provide evidence that the notice was timely and clear.

The are several potential problems associated with manually prepared notices. For non-English
speaking recipients, translations have to be provided (in some States, the number of languages
for which notices must be prepared are numerous). Copies have to be readable and filed in the
case folder, creating bulky folders and the potential of misfiling. Caseworker handwriting may
not be clear. And, caseworkers not totally familiar with the policies and procedures of all the
programs may not consistently apply program policies for all recipients.

The paperwork, especially in some locales requiring many notices, can be especially burdensome
on workers. An automated system for producing notices can reduce the paperwork, the paper,
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the space required for storing the paper. and State-caused errors, as well as the number of fair
hearings requested by clients.

In at least one State, the State hesitated to close cases due to client failure to appear for a
recertification interview because there was an inadequate record of notification to the client of
the interviews scheduled, action to be taken for failure to appear, and notice of the adverse action.

The level of automated functionality may range from no automated notices to fully automated
noticing systems. Some systems require that a worker select the type of notice required and enter
into the notice system dates and other information. The level of automated functionality is
measured by the amount of input that is required by a worker to generate the notice.

Findings

Table A-6, Notice Generation Functionality, in Appendix A, reflects the array of automation
features that States use to support the generation of notices.

Systems that generate at least some notices automatically, such as notices about benefit changes
resulting from mass system changes, and also have the ability to generate worker-initiated notices
are more effective than other types of systems. Combining AFDC and FSP notices was found
to be efficient and to reduce costs.

States with high participation rates and high worker caseloads have come to rely on automated
notice capabilities to protect the State during court suits and fair hearings.

Summary

Figure 2.6, Notice Generation Summary, shows the distribution of States falling into the high,
medium, and low ranges for level of automated functionality related to generating notices. A
score between 0.0 and 3.5 indicates a low automation level, between 3.6 and 5.5 indicates a
moderate degree of automation, and 5.6 to 8.0 indicates a high degree of automation. Twenty
States show a high level of automated functionality in this area, 16 show a moderate degree, and
15 show a low level of automated functionality. Most (44) of the States generate notices
automatically and 32 of these also generate notices when the worker initiates them. However,
only half (26) of the States have systems with combined FSP and AFDC notices.

B.7  Monthly Reporting

Overview

While monthly reporting is no longer a FSP requirement for all FSP recipients, a subset of
recipients, such as those who receive income and/or those whose status changes during the month,
are required to report. The purpose of the reporting is to adjust eligibility and/or benefit levels

as needed. Some States limit the reporting to a quarterly basis, others require monthly reports
from all households, regardless of any change in status.
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Figure 2.6 Notice Generation Summary

The level of automated functionality is measured by the amount of worker input required to mail
the monthly reports, generate related client notices, and enter the receip